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Disposal Site Information

Yaquina Bay - The proposed disposal site 13 located approximately 1.61 km
offshore in approximately 15 m of water. Dimensions of the disposal area are
approximately 1036 x 366 m or 38 hectares. The site is located in a tow boat

lane, hence receives commercial boating traffic.

Recreational use, principally private and charter salmon fishing, also
occurs in the disposal area during summer. Commercial fishing operations,
primarily bottom fishing, salmon trolling, crabbing, and squid fishing are

also present in the project area.

Dredged material disposal operations will occur generally from mid-April
to mid-October with most dredging conducted from May to September. Dredging
will require.approximately two weeks for completion. Material disposed of
will primarily be sandy sediments. The substrate of the disposal site is
similar to that of the area dredged. Amphipod population levels are
relatively lbw at the disposal site.

Coos Bay - Three sites (E,F, and H) are proposed for receipt of dredged
ﬁaterial off Coos Bay, Oregon. Sites E and F are each approximately 1.61 km
offshore and are located in 18-31 m of water. Site H is 5.8 km offshore in
55-67 m of water. Dimensions of all sites are similar; approximately 1097 x
427 w or 47 hectares.

Dredging will be completed in about one months time and will occur
between mid-April and mid-October with most dreding generally occurring
between May and September. Dredged material from the lower estuary is
primarily clean fine sands of marine origin. Above RM 14, gediments are finer
and contain more organic materifal. Sediments at disposal sites E, F, and H
are also clean fine sands with grain size becoming progressivliey smaller from
the nearshore sites (E and F) to site H. Amphipod populations at the disposal

sites are relatively low.

The disposal sites are located in areas which receive heavy sport and
charter salmon fishing pressure. Commercial fishing operations for crab,

salmon, squid, and bottom fish also occur in théée areas.
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Project Impacts

Gray whales occur in the project areas during distinct seasonal periods;
fall and spring migration and summer. ' Disposal operations will have no effect
on migrating gray whales as their is a distinct temporal difference in use of
the sites (1.e. dredging occurs between the migratory perfodsg). Migrant

whales also would use the disposal areas only as a travel route.

Based on the limited-information available on summer gray whales on the
Oregon Coast, disposal operations should have no effect on this particular
component of the_population; either. Disposal locations are located offshore
beyond the nearshore areas most commonly frequented by gray whales. Substrate
composition of disposal locations i3 different than that in which gray whales
are speculated to forage in along the Oregon Coast. Prey populations of
the disposal locations are relatively low which suggests that they are
unsuitable or at best marginally suitable for gray whale foraging. The
disposal sites are relatively small which coupled with their low prey
populations and distance offshore from apparent preferred foraging sites would
result in minimal if any impact on forage availability for gray whales. The
recreational and commercial fishing uses, in addition to commercial cargo ‘
traffic would preclude or reduce the probability of whale use of these sites,.

also.
Conclusion

We conclude, based upon the above analysis, that designation and use of

the offshore disposal locations will have no effect to gray whales.
LITERATURE CITATION

Sﬁmich, James L. 1984. Grey Whales Along the Oregon Coast in summer,
1977-1980. The Murrelet. 65:33-40.
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Department of Transporfat/on

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

Parks and Recreation Division
525 TRADE STREET S.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310

Novmeber 16, 1982

DAYIS G MORIUCHI

PORTLAND DIST CORPS QF ENGINEERS
PO BOX 2946

- PORTLAND OR 97208

Dear Hr..Morjuchi:

RE:: Oceén Dispdsa]
Coos Bay Area
Coos County

This letter is in response to your reqdest for official comment
from the State Historic Preservation 0ffice regarding impact of your
federally funded project on cultural resources.

After a careful review of your proposed project, our office can
offer the following comments. We feel the area of the project is
not of historic significance and since ground disturbance of
previously undisturbed ground is minimal, this office feels that-
there will be no likely impact to archeological resources. We
therefore feel no cultural resource surveys are required and that
the project is in compliance with Public Law 89-665 and Executive
Order 11593.

For further information regardin prdgzzzs contact Le1and
Gilsen, state preservation archeologi t 8-50

Deputy 5HPO

DWP/LG:kc
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APPENDIX D

SEDIMENT ELUTRIATE ANALYSES

FROM
HANCOCK et.al. 1981




Table 3-5

Sediment Elutriate Analyses (May 1979)

- + Chloro-

) Depth S NHg-N TOC Pesticides PCB
Station (cm)  pH (ug/m1)  (pg/m1)  (ug/ml) (ng/m1) (ng/m1)
El 00-20 7.7 BD ND 4.7 ND ND

20-60 7.6 BD ND 4.4 ND ND
Els 00-20 7.6 . BD BD 4.2 ND ND
20-51 7.55 BD 8D 5.1 ND ND
E2 00-20 7.6 BD BD 3.1 BD 8D
' . 20-60 7.6 BD 0.14 - 4.2 ND ND
E2s 00-20 7.5 8D ND 4.0 ND ND
20-60 7.6 BD ND 4.4 ND ND
E3 . 00-20 7.65 BD 0.38 5.9 8D 8D
20-42 7.6 BD 0.36 6.4 ND ND
E3s  00-20 7.5 0.25 5.9 ND " ND
20-60 7.6 BD BD 7.1 ND ND
E4 00-20 7.5 BD 0.1 4.0 BD BD
20-50 7.5 BD BD 7.1 ND ND
Eds 00-20 7.4 BD BD 4.6 BD BD
20-60 7.4 BD BD 5.2 BD BD
E6 00-20 7.2 BD 3.7 12 BD BD
20-80 7.1 BD 5.0 6.9 0.007 DDE ND
E6s 00-20 7.7 BD 3.9 9.7 ND ND
20-60 7.5 BD 2.0 12 8D BD
E7 00-20 7.5 BD 3.9 10.8 BD BD
20-60 7.5 BD 6.5 49 BD BD
E7s 00-20 7.4 8D S 7. 8.7 BD 8D
20-60 7.1 BD 9.4 1.7 ND ND
LLD . 0.1 0.001 0.003

Note: Salinity

0.1

= 26-28 mg/miifbr all samples.




Sediment Elutriate Analyses (May 1979)

Table 3-5 (continued)

Metal Concentration (ng/ml)

Depth -
Station (cm) Cd Cu Fe Mn Pb In
El 00-20 68 8.5 “105 90 BD 65
.20-60 2.4 20.2 55 20 BD 59
Els 00-20 80 14 10 55 BD 81
20-51 15 17 60 30 5.5 .53
E2 00-20 16 9.5 35 56 BD 97
20-60 ND ND 9 28 ND 14
E2s 00-20 4 10 BD 8 BD 75
20-50 17 4 BD 10 2 71
E3 00-20 17 5 BD 40 5.6 57
20-42 0.2 13 BD 26 2 55
E3s 00-20 5.2 20 60 11 BD 52
20-60 15 10 10 63 BD 65
E4 00-20 0.6 12.3 2 22 2 85
20-50 3.7 20.5 70 70 9 75
Eds 00-20 BD 21.6 7 43 BD 48
20-60 0.6 24 15 70 6 48
E6 00-20 BD 9.5 2040 1200 2 ND
20-80 BD 6 4840 665 BD ND
E6s 00-20 14.6 15.3 BD 335 BD 114
20-60 2.0 13.6 60 20 BD 114
E7 00-20 4.6 13.5 20 230 BD 118
20-60 7.8 16 40 8 . BD .75
E7s 00-20 BD 7 3550 1450 8D 3
20-60 BD 4 3880 2720 BD 6
LLD 0.3 0.5 0.2




Table 3-6

Sediment Elutriate Ana]ysis (October 1979)

: = + Chloro-

_ Depth Sal. S TOC NHg-N Insect. PCB
station (cm)  pH  (mg/ml)  (ug/ml)  (ug/ml)  (ug/mi)  (ng/ml)  (ng/ml)
E4 00-20 7.7 24 8D 1 BD BD BD

20-41 7.5 25 BD 2 BD ND ND

ES 00-20 7.3 24 BD 8 5.0 BD BD
20-60 7.1 24 ~ BD - 10 9.1 BD BD

E6 00-20 7.2 .24 BD 12 6.8 8D BD
20-60 6.8 24 8D 15 18.0 8D BD

E7 00-20 7.3 27 BD 15 7.0 BD 8D
20-60 7.3 27 8D 22 16.0 8D BD

ES 00-20 7.4 23 .  BD 15 4.6 BD BD
20-60 7.4 24 BD 8 7.8 BD BD

E9 00-20 7.3 29 8D 4 5.3 BD BD
20-48 7.2 24 BD 12 19 BD BD
Seawater 7.5 27 BD 4 BD BD BD
Blanks 7.5 26 BD 2 BD BD BD

7.8 25 BD 5 BD BD BD
LLD 0.1 0.1 0.001 0.003




_Sediment Elutriate Analyses (October 1979)

Table 3-6 (continued)

Metals Concentration (ng/ml)

Depth
Station (cm) As cd Cu Fe Mn Pb In Hg
E4 00-20 ND 3 2.5 10 40 3 2 BD
20-41  BD 2 2 20 20 2 2 1
ES 00-20 ND 1100 1600 BD
20-60 ND 700 1300 8D
E6 00-20  ND 66 1 1900 960 3 23 2
20-60 BD 57 1 6500 3300 2 29 3
E7 00-20 ND 1300 1300 BD
20-60  ND 680 790 BD
E8 00-20. ND 690 160 BD
20-60  ND 740 250 BD
E9 00-20 ND 8.5 0.5 500 980 3 18 BD
20-48 - BD . 17 0.5 950 420 2 24 BD
Seawater
Blank BD BD BD 110 20 BD BD 8D
LLD 20 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.5




~ Table 3-7

Sediment Elutriate Analyses (March 1980)

Depth DO sal. Turb. S TOC Hq-N Hg
Station (cm) pH  (yo/ml) (ng/mi) (NIV) (ua/m) (ue/ml) (ugfm) (ng/ml) (ngjml)
E4  00-20 ND 6.3 27 53 BD 5 0.1 ND BD
20-50 7.5 7.0 28 86 BD 5 0.4 BD BD
E5  00-20 7.5 2.7 ND 83 BD 9 n ND BD
20-60 ND 4.4 29 101 BD 5 7 ND BD
E6  00-20 7.5 2.7 26 81 BD 9 N ND BD
20-60 7.2 4.7 26 165  BD 1 n © BD BD
E7  00-20 7.0 2.8 ND 120 BD 19 20 ND BD
20-60 7.2 2.5 28 66 BD 5 n ND 'BD
E8  00-20 7.3 3.4 28 107 BD 5 4 ND BD
20-60 7.4 3.0 28 115 BD . 4 4 ND BD
E9  00-20 7.4 5.6 28 56 BD 5 6 ND  BD
20-60 7.7 5.4 ND 75 BD 5 4 BD  BD
Seawater ,
Blank #1 7.7 7.9 26 1.8 8D 1 0.1 ND BD
Seawater )
Blank #2 7.7 1.7 31 0.8  BD 4 0.3 BD BD

LLD 0.1 ‘ 20 0.5




Table 3-7 (continued)
Sediment Elutriate Analyses (March 1980)

Depth Pesticide Concentration (ng/ml)
Station (cm) Aldrin DDE Dieldrin DDD DDT PCB
E4 00-20 0.006 0.002 BD 0.03 0.009 BD
20-41 0.004 0.005 BD 0.03 0.02  BD
ES 00-20 0.003 BD BD 0.01 0.004 BD
20-60 0.002 0.005 BD 0.02 0.02 BD
E6 00-20  0.007 BD BD 0.02 BD BD -
20-60 0.06 0.002 BD 0.02 0.01 BD
E7 00-20 0.003 BD BD 0.015 0.009 BD
20-60 0.016 0.0006 - 0.004 0.003 0.005 BD
E8 00-20 0.02 0.006 0.002 0.003 0.001 BD
' 20-60 - 0.002 ND BD 0.01 0.01 BD
E9 - 00-20 0.02 8D BD 0.02 0.007 BD
20-60 0.01 0.004 BD 0.03 0.01 BD
Seawater : .
Blank #1 0.01 BD ND 0.02 0.01 BD
Seawater
Blank #2 BD 0.003 0.003 0.03 0.02 BD
Distilled
Water
Blank #1 ND BD ©0.004 0.006 0.01 BD
Distilled
Water
Blank #2 ND 8D 0.003 0.006 0.008 BD

LLD 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.003
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Vasnrgizn 0C 20230

JFFICE JF T~E ATM IGIRATIR

Noverber 2, 1984

Mr. Paul Pan

Chief, Environmental Analysis 3ranch
Offica of Marine and Estuarine Protection
Environmental Protection Agency (WH-546)
401 M St., S.M.

Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Pan:

This is in reference to your draft environmental impact statement
for Coos Bay, Oregon dradged material disposal site designation draft
environmental impact statement, Enclosed are comments from the National
Oceanfc and Atmospheric Administration,

We hope our comments will assist you. Thank you for giving us
an opportunity to review the documert. We would appreciate receiving
four copies of the final environmental impact statement.

Sincerely,
Y Wt
v s
Joyce M. Wéod ' °
Chief, Ecology and
Conservation Division

Enclosure
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES 86
ENVIRONMENTAL B TECHNICAL SEAVICES OISION
847 N8 Ve AVENUE, SUITE 380

POATLANG. OREGON 97232-227%

(803 230-8400
October 29, 1984 P/NWRS
TO0: £/PP2 = Joyce Wood ﬂ:: .‘u”
R 2
FROM: P/NWRS - Dale R. Bvang IJ gt e

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Coos Bay Dredged ‘Material .
: Ocean Disposal 8ite Dasignation, Oregon (DEIS 6408.12, May, 1984)

The proposed action dascxibed in the subject Draft Envizonmentsl lapact
Statement (DEIS) is final designation of two interim ocean dredged material
disposal sites and the desigration of a new site off Cocs Gay, Oregon. The
two finally designated sites (Sites E and P) would be used for the dispossl of
large-grained dredge material, whereas the new site located further oﬂlhbn
(adjusted site H) would be used for the digposal of fine-9rsined sedimenty.
The purpose of tha proposed action is to provide environnentally acceptable

areas for tha disposal 9! dredge material.

General Comments

The National Marine Fishezies Service reviewed the subject DEIS and
related supplenental information on which the DEIS was based. Our
supplemental information review included the Phase I, II and III Iatezrim
Reports and the Phase IV-V Final Report. Based on available information, we
bellieve the DEIS lacks sufficient environmental informaticn on which to base
an lccﬁuu evaluation of tha potential adverss impacts of ocean dredqe
macterial disposal on the 1iving marine rescurces of the nevly designated site

{(adjusted gite H). The DEIS does not clarify how bassline data and test

Natsiens! Ossanric snd Am:-vz:hluh Adminlstretion

A meeting was held between the Portland District, Region X EPA, National
Marine Fisheries Service and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife on

9 January 1985 in response to this comment. The agencies were presemted
with the available information about site i and adjusted H and asked which
site they would prefer to see used. Based on the availability of baseline
data and the information on the potential impacts to the scallop fishery
presented in Section 2.8 of the EIS the resource agencies agreed that

site H should be the preferred disposal site. The Final EIS has been
changed to identify site H as the disposal site for type 2 and 3 materials.




dispogal results pertaining to initial site M are applicable %0 adiusted

site H. In the absence Of site specitic dats, we cannot be assured that
remource values at the new gite are not comparable with those at initial .
gite ¥, We recczmend that supplemental bageline data be collected at adjusted
site H. rFollowing the collecticn Of these data, » test disposal uging the
expected quantity and quality of dredge spoil saterial should be conducted.
These nev baseiine and test disposal data should be analyzed and submitzed for

Teview as a supplessnt to the DEIS.

Specific Comments

2.6.7 £ffects Of Previous Disposale

Page I11-10, paragraph 3. This section includes & brief discussion of an

" August, 1981 test disposal at initial site H. The DEIS states that the

beathic community was significantly depressed in the area izmediately after
dispossl. A steady recovery to pre-disposal abundance and diversity levels
was cbserved based on post-disposal sampling twelve and eighteen months

The teat's study design propesed the disposal of 200,000 cubic yards of r

organi¢ 'Qnta:xnlu (less than 0.02xm gzain size) in the center of initial site
H (Bite H=)). However, oOnly 60,000 cubic yards of material were subsequently
used in the test. Further, spoil magterials actually missed the study design
disposal point and were placed northeast of site H-4. Subgequent

post-disposal sediment samples taken shortly thereafter revealed the preasence
of spoil materials at only two of the five H-related aites. Neither the DEIS

nor the gtudy reports quantify the distance between sites (e.g. H=3 to H-4)

The actual dumping occurred slightly uotiheaat of the proposed test disposal
point, but was within 500 yards. Dredged material was observed in 3
of the 5 stations sampled following the test dump, providing sufficient

‘ {nformation to characterize the impacts of the disposed material at site H.

Since site H 1s now being proposed for disposal it is no longer necessary
to apply the results at adjusted site H.
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i

noz how far off target teat dunping actually cccurzred. The authors of the
final study report ccncluded that the test dispcsal did not simulate what
would occuzr in a real dredge spoils disposal situation at that site. It is
questionable whether the results of a mispiaced test apoil digposal can be
applied to another site, one mile shoreward, at whach lipited, if any,

baseline information is available.

2.8 Praterred Disposai Sites and Disposal Options

- Page 11-19, Piqure 2.1. In several instences the OLIS contains the statement
N '...clthouqn":hu section does not apacifically refer to adjusted site H, the

- data gathered by OSU and presented in this section covers an extenaive

offshore ares which includes adjusted site H.® (Pages 1I-§, IIZ-1, IV-1).
According to the figure, the adjusted site may touch the southernmost boundary
of initial site H (at approximately H-5). However, at appears that gite
spscific baseline data have not been collected from the proposed digposal

site.

Addicional discussion of adjusted site H is no longer felt necesgsary
since site H is now being proposed for disposal of fine materials.




UNI‘I‘ID S'IAYIU DEPARTM!NT OF COMMERCE

and A pheric Administration _
'u‘nor-ln. CL‘AN sERHcE i
Washingten, 0.C. 20230

j - N/MB21x6:VLS

i T0: PP2 - Joyce M,
FROM: N - Paul M. ‘do]

SUBJECT: DEIS 8408.12 - foo{ Bay Oredged Material Ocean Disposal Site
Designation; Cregon {Environmental Protection Agency)

The subject statement has been reviewed within the araas of the National
Ocean Sarvice's (NOS) responsibility and expertise, and in terms of the impact
of the proposed action on NOS activities and projects.

Geodetic control survey monuments may be located tn the proposed project
area. [f there 1s any planned activity which will disturd or destroy these
monuments, NOS requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance of such Geodetic control survey monuments are not located offshore and therefore
activity in order to plan for their relocation. NOS recommends that funding will not be impacted by the proposed ocean disposal site designation.
for this project include the cost of any relocation required for NOS monumants.
For further information about these monumants, please contact Mr. John Spencer,
Chief, National Geodetic Information Branch {N/CGi7), or Mr. Charles Novak,
Chief, Network Maintenance Section (N/CG162), at 6001 Executive Boulevard,

e et e e Y,

= % Rockville, Mary\and 20852,
\ : . The NOS Office of Ocean and Marine Assessment had a minor comment regarding
o ~—_the deapwater site being eliminated based upon consideration of Tyre 1 sediment . A discussion of the consideration of Type 2 and 3 materials has been added
“on'ly (page 11-3). The use of this site for Type 2 and Type 3 sediments snhould in the FEIS.

be considered also, they state.

The QOregon Department of Land Conservation and Development is in agreer .
with the Federal consistency statements in this document according to the ‘iu.
0ffice of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management. .




Department of Land Conservation and Development

1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310-0590 PHONE (503) 378-4926
M EMORANDUM

November 2, 1984

T0:

Land Conservation and Development Commission

FROM: James F. Ross, Directo

SUBJECT: FEDERAL CONSISTENCY REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMEMTAL IMPACT

STATEMENT, COOS BAY, OREGOM ODREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITE
DESIGNATION

DATE RECEIVED: September 10, 1984
REVIEWER: Patricia Snow

I1.

111,

REQUEST

The Environmental Protection Agency has requested that the
Commission concur that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Coos Bay Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation is
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with Oregon's Coastal
Management Program (OCMP).

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends that the Commission concur with the Department
analysis that the DEIS is consistent with the OCMP.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Delegation of Authority Rule, OAR 660-02-010(9), provides that
responses to consistency determinations for federal activities
requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement be
referred to the LCDC for possible review. This referral must be
made at least seven days before the Director's action is to take
effect. Should two or more members of the LCDC request review, the
implementation of the Director's action will be suspended pending
this review. The Department normally makes fts consistency
determination at the time of the FEIS. However, EPA has requested
that the Department concur at the DEIS phase for this project. Due

Iv.
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to the extensive research that provided background for the DMD site
designations, the Department has agreed to this request. A
supplemental consistency determination will be needed if the FEIS
is different than the DEIS.

The federal actfivity under review is the final designation of two
interim designated ocean dredged material disposal sites (0ODMDS)
and the designation of a new ODMDS off Coos Bay, Oregon. The two
finally designated existing ODMDSs would be used for the disposal
of large grained sediments while the new site further offshore
would be for the disposal of finer sediments with higher volatile
solids content.

'FINDINGS

The major component of the Oregon Coastal Management Program (OCMP)
which is applicable to the project is Goal 19; the Ocean Resources
Goal. Goal 19 requires that renewable ocean resources and uses be
given clear priority over nonrenewable resources. Inventories
developed for specific projects must be sufficient to describe the
long-term impacts of the proposed action on resources and uses of
the continental shelf and nearshore area. For dredged material
disposal sites, the agency with jurisdiction must determine the
impact of the proposed project and provide for suitable sites and
practices for the open sea discharge of dredged materials which do
not substantially interfere with the use of the continental shelf
for fishing, navigation, recreatfon, or from long-term protection
of renewable resources.

The primary data bases for the EIS were disposal site evaluation
and monitoring studies conducted by OSU under contract to the Corps
of Engineers. The study consisted of five phases. The first was a
12-month baseline study of the physical, chemical and biological
conditions of the nearshore area off Coos Bay. This information
was used to select candidate sites for detailed evaluation during
Phases Il and I1I. The criterfa used in selecting candidate sites
were:

A, Physical and chemical similarity of dredged materfal and site
sediment type;

B. Avoidance of impacts on unique or valued biological
communities; and

C. Minimization of onshore tranport of fine sediments.

Sediments from above RM 12 on the Coos River were determined to be
incompatible with sediments of the Phase 1 ocean study site.
Detafled studies had to be conducted at sites located further
offshore. Phases 11 and 111 provided information for areas further
offshore in an area of approximately 5,000 x 3,500 meters at depths
ranging from 40 to 120 meters. Phases IV and V investigated the
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effects of a 1981 test disposal at site H (53-66 meter depths)
during and following disposal. The site was re-investigated during
1982 and 1983 to document post disposal effects.

There are three basic types of sediment in Coos Bay. The types are:

1. Type ) - Predominantly clean sand of .marine origin typical of
;ediments from below Coos Bay river mile 12.

2. Type 2 - Finer grained sand and silt containing some volatile
s0lids typical of sediments from between Coos Bay RM's 12 and
1.

3. Type 3 - Highly organic fine materfal (6 to 20 percent volatile
solids) typical of sediments from above Coos Bay RM 14.

Severa) disposal alternatives were reviewed (see attached map).
Sites E and F were EPA interim desigated sites chosen for their
distance from Coos Bay, depth of water, biological conditions,
historical use and estimated amount and type of dredged material.
They are located approximately 1.5 miles offshore. Sfites 6 and H
were considered since they were areas with similar bottom sediments
to the materials dredged from above RM 12 in Coos Bay. They are
located approximately 5 and 3.5 miles offshore, respectively.
Adjusted Site H was selected as an alternative to Site H to avoid
impacts to shellfish beds. It is located approximately 2.5 miles
.offshor"e. A deepwater site was selected to meet EPA site selection
criteria.

Four disposal options were considered for ocean dumping of dredged
material. These options were: (1) disposal of all types of
dredged material at interim Sftes E and F; (2) disposal of Type 1
material at Sites £ and F and disposal of Type 1 and 2 materfal at
Site 6; (3) disposa) of Type } materia) at Sites E and F and
disposal of Types 1 and 2 material at Site H; and (4) disposal of
Type 1 material at sites E and F and Type 2 and 3 material at
adjusted Site H.

~ ~The effects of previous disposal at sites E and F indicates that no
significant bifological impacts have been associated with the
disposal (11-10). At site H, the benthic community was
significantly depressed in the area of disposal immediately after
disposal. A steady recovery to predisposa? abundance and density
levels was observed during the 19 months of the post-dump
monftoring (I1-11).

Alternative 4 is identified as the preferred alternative. This
option was selected because the sediment types would be the most
compatible with the disposal sites. Type ] material {is ver
similar to the natural sediments at sites E and F (p. 11-14).
Disposal of this material at any other site would result in
long-term bottom habitat changes. For these reasons disposal at
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sites other than £ and F was not considered in the public's best
interest. The disposal of either Type 2 or 3 material at sites E
and F was considered questionable as the material 1s physically and
chemically dissimilar to the sediments at these sites. Disposal of
Type 2 and 3 sediments at Site 6 was not the chosen alternative due
to the slow erosion rate at G. It was felt that the disposal of
these sediments at Site 6 would result in long-term changes to the
substrate habitat of the benthic community (I1-15). Adjusted

site H was chosen as a result of resource agency concerns with the
scallop beds located between 40 and 52 fathoms. The adjusted

Site H 1s located at the 25 fathom contour, which will establish a
buffer area of approximately one nautical mile between the disposal
site and the scallop bed. The Department will request that a
monitoring program be established for the first year of use of
adjusted Site H.

The DEIS addresses consistency of the proposed action with the OCMP
and the Coos County plan (I11-22; IV-A; Appendix A). The DEIS
notes that Goal 19 requires that the location of the sites and
disposal practices must not substantially impact fishing,
navigation, or recreation activities, or the natural resources of
the continental shelf. The DEIS states that the descriptions of
fmpacts of dredged materfal disposal on the proposed sites indicate
that no substantfal impacts on these uses or resources are
anticipated. No significant post disposal effects on the
biological community at Sites E and F were found (iv-9). Disposal
of Type 1 sediments at Sites E and F would likely have a short-term
impact on the benthic communities. The DEIS states that due to the
simflarity of sediment types in the disposal materfal to that
existing at Site H, it is doubtful that there would be measureable
long-term effects (1V-12). Disposal of any materfals from Coos Bay
at Site 6 would result in the greatest biological impact of the
three areas studied (IV-12). Disposal of any of the Coos Bay
sediment at E and F would result in the least impact on benthos of
the three sites. The main reasons for this are the unstable
environment, the lower abundance and diversity of species and the
adaptability of the existing benthic species to an unstable
environment.

Objections: No formal objections to the DEIS have been received to
date. The ODFW and USFWS support the proposed DMD sites (personal
communication, November 2, 1984). The NMFS {s concerned that test
dumping did not occur on adjusted Site H. The Department concludes
that adequate baseline data exists on adjusted Site H to designate
it is a DMD site provided a monitoring program is established
dgring the first year of use. The monitoring program will need to
be developed in coordinatfon with the state, USFWS, and NMFS. The
new site was selected in response to resource agency concerns to
avoid impacts on shellfish beds located between 40 and 52 fathoms.
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Conclusion: The final designation of the two interim and the

proposed dredged material offshore disposal sites is an action ) =y
‘directly affecting the Oregon Coastal Management Zone. The : :
Department concurs with the EPA determination that the DEIS and The Department of Land Conservation (LCDC) and Development has been informed

final designation of the three sites fs consistent with the Oregon that site H is now the preferred disposal site for type 2 and 3 materials. :
Coastal Management Program, including Goal 19. The DEIS ’ EPA has requested a supplemental consistency determination from LCDC, ;

establishes that the disposal of approved sediments at sites E, F
and H will not have long-term impacts on the resources or uses of
the area. The Department concurs that the alternative selected
will have the least impact on the nearshore environment. Provided
the FEIS does not vary from the DEIS, 1t will be consistent with
the OCMP as well, If the designations in the FEIS are different
than those in the DEIS, a supplemental consistency determination
will be required.

JFR:PS:mg
13000/98
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Alternative Disposal Sites Considered in Decail. .

BEFORE THE
LAND CONSERVATION AND OEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

84-FC-339

FINDINGS OF FACT, ULTIMATE
FINDINGS OF FACTS, CONCLUSION OF
LAW, ORDER AND NOTICE FOR
OPPORTNITY FOR ADMINISTRATIVE
AND JUDICIAL REVIEW.

AN ORDER BY THE DEPARTMENT
THAT THE ORAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

C00S BAY, OREGON, DREDGED
MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITE
DESIGNATION IS CONSISTENT WITH
;HSGOREGON COASTAL MANAGEMENT
R

- s et e P S S

1. Pursuant to the National Environment Policy Act of 1969, the Corps of
Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency did prepare an
Environment Impact Statement describing the impacts of dredged material
disposal sites offshore of the mouth of the Coos Rfver. The DEIS was
received by the Department of Land Conservation and Development from the
EPA on September 10, 1984, Pursuant to Title 15, Code of Federal
Regulations, Section 930.41, the Department of Land Conservation and
Development is responding to the consistency determination as a federal

action which directly affects Oregon's coastal zone.

‘2. Pursuant to Title 15, Code of Federa) Regulatfons, Section 930,34,

the Environmental Protection Agency did give proper notice directly to
the Department of Land Conservatfon and Development in which the EPA did
provide a consistency determination pursuant to Section 930.39 of the
same title.

3. The Environmental Protection Agency did properly conclude that

Goal 19 (Ocean Resources) is the applicable portion of the Gregon Coastal
Management Program and governs the federal actfon fn question. The EPA
did demonstrate through-ﬂm'ﬁngs compliat;ce with the Statewi;'le Planning
Goal.
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4, The Final Environmental Impact Statement for designation of Coos Bay
of fshore disposal 'sites will be consistent if it does not vary from the
DEIS. If the document is changed, a supplemental consistency
determination will be required.
5. A monitoring plan for adjusted Site H will need to be developed in
conjunction wit'h state and federal agencies for the first year of use.
' . ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT

The DEIS for the Coos Bay, Oregon, Dredged Material Disposal Site

Designation is to the maximum extent practicable consistent with the

Oregon Coastal Management Program. The FEIS will also be consistent if

it does not vary from the DEIS.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAN
The Department of Land Conservation and Development concurs with the
consistency determination of the EPA that the DEIS for the Coos Bay,
Oregon, Dredged Matertal Disposal Site Designation is to the maximum

extent practicable with the Oregon Coastal Management Program according

to the provisions of Title 15, Code of Federal Regulations,
Section 930.41 and Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act

of 1982 as amended. A supplemental consistency determination will be
required 1f the FEIS varies from the DEIS. A monitoring plan will need
to be developed for adjusted Site H.

The Department of Land Conservation (LCDC) and Development has been informed
that site H is now the preferred disposal site for type 2 and 3 materials.
EPA has requested a supplemental consistency determination from LCDC.

Site H 1s now being proposed for the disposal of type 2 and 3 material. A
monitoring plan has been developed by the EPA Region X and the Portland District

. and is discussed in Section 4.5 of the FEIS.

Same as above,
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ORDER
The ﬁme ciredged materfal disposal sites designated in the DEIS may
be used for dredged material disposal projects which meet EPA's ocean
dumping regulations, 40 CFR Part 227. Use of adjusted Site H will also

require a monitoring plan for the first year of use.

. ' Jamgs F. Ross, Director
: Department of Land Conservation
and Development

ﬁWﬂﬁﬂL

NOTICE: Any person or agency adversely affected by or aggrieved by this
order is entitled to judicial review. Judicial review of this order may
be obtained by filing a petition for review within 60 days following the
service of this order. Judicial review is pursuant to the provisfons of
Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 183, Section 484,

PS:mg .
1305D/98

v'cA .-j"': S .

Site H is now being proposed for the disposal of type 2 and 3 material. A
monitoring plan has been developed by the EPA Regilon X and the Portland District
and is discussed in Section 4.5 of the FEIS.




United States Department of the luterior

OFRFICE OF THE SECRETARY
PACITIC NORTHWEST REGION
500 N.E. Muitnumah Street, Suiie 1692, Purtlaiid, Oregon 97232

October 25, 1984

ER 84/1137

Hr. Hilliam C. Shilling

Criteria and Standards Division (W4-585)
Of fice of Water Regulations and Standards
.S, tnvironmental Protection Agency

+40] % Street, S.H,

vashington, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr. Shilling:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft enyironmental
impact statement for designation of the Coos Bay Ocean Dredged Material
Disposal Site Offshore Oregon. We have no objection to the proposed
action. The following comments are for your consideration in preparing
the final statement.

General Comments

While we do not object to the proposed action, please note that specific
activities leading to the use of the proposed disposal site may require
Federal permnits from the U. S. Coast Guard and/or the U. S. Army Corps

of Engineers. Such permits will be reviewed separately by the various
agencies of the Department of the Interior to assess the impacts on
resources under their jurisdiction. For example, the U. S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, pursyant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C.
661, et seq.), may object to or propose stipulations for future permits
depending on how specific construction practices of the disposal site
affect fish and wildlife resources in the area.

Speci fic Comnents

Page I1-14, paragraph 14, lines 6 and 7 - This states that turbidity {is
measured in days, whereas on page [I-16, paragraph 2, line 6, it states
that turbidity would dissipate within 4 hours. UWhich is correct?

Page IV-7, paragraph 2, line 2 - This states that 87 percent of the material
to be dumped is organic material. Type 1 material, which comprises 87 per-
cent of the total 1.5 million cubic yards to be dumped, is classified on
page II-7 as being “clean sand of marine origin.” This seems to be contra-
dictory and should be clarified. :

Ye recognize that other Federal permits ma
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act) eval

uation will be required
for each specific disposal action. Department of the Interior will be :otifled
of these actions and given the opportunity for comment as required by law.

e

y be required and that a Section 103

Page II-14 refers to the impacts of disposing of type 2 and 3 materials
at sites E and E where the fine material would be reworked by wave and
current action. Page II-16 referers to the impacts at site H where the
water 1s deeper and the wave and current actions would not continue to
rework and resuspend the fine materials as they would at sites E and F.

This was a typogra

material.® phical error and has been corrected to read “inorganic




page 1V-16, paragraph 3 - This paragraph gives the general specifications
of the aredggng operations, but does not state when the operations will
coarence, how many trips will be made per day on the average to the dis-
posal sites, how many people will be employed in the operation, or how
the operations will increase the vessel traffic in the area.

Thank you for the opportunity to crmaent on this DEIS. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please call me at {503) 231-6157.

Sincerely,

Charles S. Polityka
Regional Environmental Officer

cc:

Ofice of Envjronmental Project Review

Director, Minerals Management Service

- Director, Fish and Wildlife Service

Regional Director, National Park Service

Director, Geological Survey )
Chief, Western Field Operations Center, Bureau of Mines
State Director, Bureau of tand Management

Regional pirector, Fish and Wildlife Service

The specifications given are identified as assum tions us

cost estimate for transportation of dredged mte:ul to e:ght:fd::?op *
alternative disposal sites. It is not appropriate to consider the other
factors you have ideatified at this time as they will be evaluated, a
required, when each disposal action is considered. $ o




- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
qureld

» ¢~ A_Cpos Bay Dredged Material Ocean Disposal Site Designation Draft
' “¥nvironmental lmpact Statement

='=gs‘t’io"; Lee, Acting Chief
Environmental Evaluation Branch

o Chris Shilling, Chief
Ocean Dumping EIS Task Force

We have reviewed the referenced document and find that the recommendations
made in our April 6, 1984, memorandum (see attached) have not been
incorporated. We trust they will be included in the final EIS.

In addition to our previous comments, we have the following
recommendations:

- {1} Pg. 11-3, first paragraph, last sentnece: the dredged material
is Type 2 material, not Type 3.

(2) 'Pg. 111-28 should be eliminated as it contains redundant
information.

{3) Cﬁapter II1: Where feasible, all maps should {nclude as many of
the disposal sites as possible. For example, figures 3.3 and 3.4
{pgs. III-45 and 111-46), should include adjusted site H.

{4) We apprecfate the addition of explanatory sentences on pgs.
111-1 and IV-1 concerning adjusted site H. While these statements
constitute a good first step in incorporating adjusted site H into
the EIS, we feel both chapters must be modified to more completely
characterize the site and the 1ikely environmental impacts assocfated
with future dumping operations.

1f you have any questions, please contact Mr. Gary Yoerman of my staff at
FTS 399-1448, .

attachment

EPA Form 13204 (Rev. 3-76)

This has been corrected in the FEIS.

This has been corrected in the FEIS.

Adding adjusted site H is no longer felt necessary since site H is now
being proposed for disposal of fine materials.

Additional discussion of adjusted site H 1s no longer felt necessary
since site H is now being proposed for disposal of fine materials.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
APR

Coos Bay Ocean Dredged Material -
Disposal Site Draft €IS - Region 10 Approval

Ernesta B. Barnes
Regional Administator

Mr. Wiliiam C. Shilling, Chief
Ocean Dumping €IS Task Force |

h

We have reviewed the Draft EIS for the Coos Bay Ocean Dredged Materfal
O4sposal Site designation. Our primary concern with this document is
the lack of discussion relating to adjusted sfte H 1n Chapters 3 and 4.
The Portland District Corps of Engineers has grovided some camera ready
corrected pages (attache;g which {ncorporate language acceptable to us
as an interim solution to this problem. We have been assured.by the
Port;lag?smstrict that more comprehensive changes will be made in the
finz .

In addition, we are recommending several minor changes (see attachment)
for inclusfon in the final £1S. Due to the unnecessarily complex
process for effecting change in this document, we feel the effort and
delay required to make changes at this time would not be worth the gain
in document quaifcy. In the future, EPA should take upon {tself the
responsibility for making changes to any EIS for which 1t has {ssuing
authority.

We recommend releasing the Draft EIS, as corrected by the Corps, to the
public for review. The document provides an accurate assessment of the
environmental iapacts associated with ocean dumping at Coos Bay and
demonstrates complfance with the general and specific ocean dumping
criterfa. The conclusions and recommendations are supported by a thorough
research effort. The technical support documents are available for public
review at the Corps' Portland District offices. We request at least one
dozan copies of this document for our public review file.

it is our understanding that the Ocean Dumping Branch (EPA headquarters)
will prepare a site management plan before final site designation. We
request {nvolvement of the following agencies in the development of that
plan: Regfon 10 EPA; Portland District Corps of Engineers; USFWS-Portland
office; Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service, Portland office; and the
Oregon Department of Fish ana Wildl{fe.

If you ha;l,e any questions, please contact Mr. Gary Voerman of my staff at
FTS-399-1448.

¢c: CGt - Portland
attacnments

RPA Porm 13204 (Rev. 3-78)

An agreement has been reached between EPA Region X and the Portland District
Corps of Engineers concerning a general monitoring plan.
Other management considerations will be addressed

This plan is discussed
in Section 4.5 of the FEIS.
as specific disposal actions are considered.




Attachment

‘e recommend the 'follov(ng changes be made in the Draft EIS for the Coos Bay
0oMDS::

1. Page xiif, Preface: Change the last sentence of the first paragraph
to read something like: "In addition, monitoring of these sites will be
raquired to assess the envirdnmental {mpacts associated with dredged material

disposal. A monitoring plan will be developed by EPA, in consultation with
state and federal resource agencies, before final site designation.”

2. Page 11-10, Effects of Previous Disposals: The total amount of
dredged material depositec at sites E and F should be reported fn the EIS.
Tre EIS states that the disposal operations have produced "noticeable sea-
ward bulges fn the bathymetric contours....in the vicinities of these
sites.” Apparently on-site dathymetric changes have not been significant;
however, the reason for designating an ocean dumping site {s to provide an
area within which the physical {mpacts of dredged material disposal are
expected and acceptable. If previous disposal operatfons have resulted in
materfal transport and mounding (and the attendant .adverse environmental
impacts) off site, perhaps sites € and F should be moved or dumping operations
more closely monitored to assure maxfmum sediment deposition within the
confines of the designated dumpsite. Some discussion of this issue should
be included in the final EIS. : ’

3. Page 11-10 to II-11: There are apparently contradictory statements
made about impacts on the benthic commnity. These statements are: “The
benthic community was significantly depressed 1n the area of disposal
impacts. immedfately after disposal™ and "No dump effects were observed for
the infauna®. These statements should be reconciled in the final EIS.

4. Page 11-13, Impact Comparison of Disposal Options: Under.disposal
options 2 and 3, the types of material to be Eisposed of at sites G and H

should be changed from types 1 and 2 to types 2 and 3.

§. Page I1-14 and 1I-17, last gara?raghs: It is not clear from this
document how probable {t Is that the addition of volatile solids to the
sediments of sites E, F and adjusted site H would enhance the benthic
community. Has this occurred in the past? Is there any evidence that the
benthic comunities in sites € and F are substantially different than adjacent
off-site communities? A more thorough discussion of this {ssue should be
provided in the final EIS.

The paragraph has been changed to state that monitoring'wlll be performed
and refer to the discussion of monitoring in Section 4.5.

(Note: this paragraph is found on p. xxiil in the Draft EIS.)

While there appear to be noticable seaward bulges in the bathymetric
contours in the vicinity of sites E and F, they have not been definitely
attributed to disposal activity. There is some mounding at the sites
following the dredging season, but this 1is normally erased by winter
starm activity and no long-term bathymetric changes occur. The material
deposited at sites E and F then moves along the coast with the littoral
drift system. Because the dredged material dumped at these sites consists
of clean sand which is very similar to the native sediments, it will

not produce any adverse environmental effects and could be beneficial
for beach replenishment. Therefore, we see no problem with the sand
being slowly transported out of the disposal sites.

This has been cprrected‘ln the FEIS.

This has been corrected in the FEIS.

This statement was based on the generalization that areas with finer
bottom materials and higher levels of organic material appear to be more
productive than areas with a coarse bottom. It has been deleted from
the FEIS.

There was no evidence in the Phase I studies that the benthic communities
were statistically different between sites E and F and adjacent areas.
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6. Chapters III and IV, General: The OSU studies which provided the
primary information base .for this document were oriented toward sites
E, F, 6, and H. Adjusted site H was not considered unti] after completion
of the technical reports. . The Corps claims that the sampling schemes are
general enough to allow a3 reasonable extrapolation of data to adjusted site
H. This is possible but we should be prepared to defend this approach or
conduct a separate sampling program for adjusted site H. Much wil) depend
on the comments received by the public and resource agencies.

In any case, chapters 111 and IV must be updated in the final EIS to include
a site description of and probable environmental impacts of dredged materfial
disposal at adjusted site H. - ° * :

In addition, all of the maps in Chapter 11l should have all proposed disposal
sites located on them {f possible. This will allow reviewers to more .
readfly understand the basis of comparison among the disposal options.

7. Page 111-16, Last Paragraph: The term "species richness® should be
defined.

8. Page 111-24: The cited Corps Study predicted that upland disposal
sites wouTd be f11Ted to design capacity within 5 to 10 years. Stnce the
study was conducted 8 years ago, it would seem appropriate to discuss its
predictive powers. The final EIS should briefly discuss the capacity of
remaining upland disposal sites.

9. Page IV-7, First Paragraph, Second Sentence: Add the term "EPA"
Just before "water quality criterga'.

10. Page IV-19, First Paragraph: Eliminate, the last sentence. Change
the second paragrapl'i to read: Hl sTte monitoring program will be established
as part of the site management plan. The detalls of this program have not
yet been developed, but will be put forward before final site designation.
EPA 1s currently considering a monftoring scheme which provides for pertodic
sediment quality testing (physical and chemical) and site surveys to detect
off-site sediment movement (using bathymetry and sediment traps). Recom-

mendations for monitoring will be solicited from all interested parties.”

11. Page 1V-20, First Paragraph: Eli{minate parenthetical phrase
"{may or Way not be adverse) . Last paragraph: Change first sentence to
read “Disposal of dredged material in proposed ocean dumping sites would

have presently unquantiftable but apparently minor short and long term
effects on the productivity of the marine environment.”

P

Additional discussion of adjusted site H is no longer felt necessary
since site H is now being proposed for disposal of fine material.

Species richness is a component of species diversity and 1s expressed as a
ratio between total species and total numbers of individuals present.
(Odum, Eugene P. 1971. Fundamentals of Ecology. W.B. Saunders Company,

Philadelphia, London, Toronto; 574 pp.)

The discussion of upland disposal site capacity has been updated.

This change has been made in the FEIS.

.

EPA Region X and the Portland District have developed a monitoring plan. This
plan 1is discussed in Section 4.5 of che FEIS.

These changes have been made in the FEIS.




DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SCRVICLS Pubiic Health Service

Centers far Divesa Control
Atlanta GA 30333

October 9, 1984

Mr. William C. Shilling

Criteria and Standards Division (WH-585)
Office of Water Regulations and Standards
Environmental Protection Agency

401 M Street, S.W.

* Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr. Shilling:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for Coos Bay, Oregon, Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation. We are
responding on behalf of the U.S. Public Health Service. .

The only known commercial or recreational use of the three preferred sites
(sites E, P, and adjusted site H) 1is marine navigation. Disposal activities
should have little effect on this use. Sites E and F are “"the least sensitive
biological areas of the sites studied,” and there 1s no record of significant
impacts associated with historical disposal of type 1 material (material that
18 very similar to the native sediments in the area) at these sites. Two

type 1 sites are apparently needed to reduce mounding and to maintain
flexibility of disposal when currents change.

Our major concern involves the third site, adjusted site H, which will be used
for disposal of type 2 and ) material containing fine sediments in suspension
and chemical contaminants found in upper bay sediments. Reported elutriate

-analyses indicate that only ammonium-nitrogen, manganese, and cadmium may be

released to fresh seawater in sufficient concentration to “"possibly exceed
water quality criteria.” Considering the dilution factor, it is stated that
these concentrations would be well below the levels of concern prior to
exceeding the boundaries of the established 4-hour mixing zone. Although
impacts are expected to be temporary and minor, it is possible that future
contamination could exceed recommended levels and become an important
consideration. Therefore, we recommend that periodic monitoring be conducted
at this site to determine i{f EPA sediment and water quality standards are
met. A contingency mitigation plan should be developed for use in the event
contamination reaches levels of concern after final designation of these
disposal sites. This need is substantiated by Nelson et al (1983), whose
preliminary estimates (page IV-6) suggest that between 50 and 75 percent of
the finer size sediment would remain in suspension when dumped and would be
transported from the disposal site by currents. This material would likely
contain much of the potential contaminants, therefore, we believe monitoring
efforts should be planned.

Site H 15 now being proposed for the disposal of type 2 and 3 materials. The
contaminants are assoclated with the fine size sediments. The monitoring plan
discussed in Section 4.5 of the FEIS would detect the movement of these fine
materials outside of site H. If such movement is discovered, plamns for addi-
tional testing and/or corrective measures will be developed. In addition, the
periodic analysis of the dredged material sediments discussed on page xxii of
the FEIS will identify any future changes in contaminant levels.
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Page 2 « Mr, Willtam C, Shilling

Thank you for the o
of the Final EIS wh
concerning our co

Pportunity to review thig Draft EIS
en 1t becomes avaflable, v
mments, please contact Mr,

Please send us a co
If you have any questions Y

Ken Holt at FTS 236-4161.

Slncere11y yours,
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{ crsporation

nited States
ttoost Guard

16477.4b(00629)
10 Oct 84

Mr. William C. Shilling

Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Water Regulations and Standards
Criteria and Standards Division

401 M Street

Washington, D. C. 20460

Dear Mr. Shilling:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning
the Coos Bay, Oregon, Dredged Materials Disposal Site Designation.
We have no comments at this time.

We appreciate the opportunity to assist your efforts in the
development of this documentation. We look forward to continued
mutual cooperation and coordination of these projects.

Sincerely,

L7 PP e,
W. M. McGOVERN
Chief, Bnvironmental Compliance and Review Branch
Planning and Evaluation Staff
By direction of the Commandant

Prone: (202) 426-3300




1 CO0S CONTYX COURTHOUSE BOARD O¥F COMMISSIONERS

- Coquille, (

’ Phone: (50.y 296-3121 Robert A. Emmett
: sa Do Stevenson

Jock L. Reebe, Sr.

Department of Land Conservation and Development

— 1175 COURT STREET N.E., SALEM. OREGON 97310-0590 FHONE (503) 378-4926
‘Saptember 19, 1984 4 : .

o william C. Shilling

H Criteria and Standards Division (WH-585)
Cs Office of Water Regulations and Standards
Environmental Protection Agency

: 401 M Street, SW ) !
Washingtgn, D.C. 20460

William C. Shilling i

Criteria and Standards Dtviston (un-sas)
Office of Water Regulations and Standards H
Environmental Protection Agency . . .
Washington, 0.C. 10460 s

Coos County supports the proposed action to designate ocean disposal sites for De. Mr. SM114ng:
dredged material. Federal maintenance dredging of the navigation channel is ar Hr. ng: {

October 23, 1984

i RE: " Comments on “Coos Bay Dredged Material Ocean Disposal Site
Designation Draft Environmental Impact Statement”

Dear Mr. Shilling:

. absolutely vital to the economic well-being of the Coos Bay region. As the

EIS correctly points out, roughly half of the region's 20,000 jobs are
directly or indirectly dependent on shipping activities. Our economy
continues to suffer through a prolonged economic recession, and would be

1 am requesting, pursuant to 15 CFR 930.71(b), a 15-day extension of
review time for the Coos Bay, Oregon Dredged Material Oisposal Site
Designation determination of consistency with the Oregon Coastal

devastated if maintenance dredging could not continue because of a lack of Management Program. The new deadline would be November 9, 1984.

suitable disposal sites.

} Sincerely,
The Coas Bay Estuary Management Plan (CBEMP), which is the basis for all land ' -
and water use decisions, including upland and in-bay dredqed material h.-—-—a' 1

disposal, in the Coos Bay estuary region, has been acknowledqed" by the
Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission to be in compliance with

James F. Ross
its statewide goals and therefore with Oregon's approved Coastal Zone ] Cﬂ#:ctor
Management Program. As such, the CBEMP is the standard against which all

affected projects must be measured for consistency. The project is consiatent i‘:‘}ﬂ’S:;D
with the CBEMP because it provides for ocean disposal of dredged materials to 10/8
supplement and replace the rapidly dwindling supply of upland disposal sites.

Sincerely,
COOS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Absent
Commissioner

onvnl ssiorer






